INDOOE  STUDIES

The reader's mind does not pass readily from
Arnold's disbelief in what is called revealed religion
to his advocacy of any church or form of worship;
from his scientific passion, his effort to see things
exactly as they are, to his defense of empty and
unmeaning forms. There is a break here, a fault in
his mind. There is no logical connection between his
attitude in reference to the interpretation of the
Bible and his advocacy of a form of religious wor-
ship upheld by the state.

If we give up the dogma, we must give up the rite
founded upon the dogma.   Our churches must be-
come halls of science or temples of art.    Can we
worship an impersonal law or tendency ?  If public
worship is to be continued, if church organization
is still to go on, as Arnold advocates, it is impossi-
ble to see how the natural truth of Christianity
will alone suffice.    The truths of the Bible differ
from the truths of science just as a picture or a para-
ble differs from an exact statement; not that they
are any more true, but that they are true in a way
that makes them take a deeper hold upon the spirit.
Science knows as clearly as religion that "the face
of the Lord is against them that do evil," but does
it know it in just the intimate and personal way ?
It knows it only as it knows the truth of one of
Kepler's laws, by a process of cool ratiocination; but
religion knows it through an emotional process, into
which the personal elements of love and fear enter.
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